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Abstrace
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"How uany,céononicnlly acd educatiomally disadvantaged childred do and do .,

not receive services from Title I of che tlementary and Sedondary Act?"
In response to this question asked by Congress, the Cffice of Plancing,
Budgeting and Evaluation of the U.§. 0ffice of Education cenducted a

special scudy. The resulcs of chis study showed =hat of’the 20 =11liom
public elemencary school students "in

are s&'zcd to receive coupuu\tory

.

services:

grades 1-6, the follewing percentages

Cverall

-

-

P

N -

’

N

. -15% ate salected to receive services from Tit}e I while acother 10%

,are selected to receive compensatory services supported ty other

Faderal, State and local sources of funds. Lo
3y Income Status .7 Cl . , '

+ 4,2 million c¢hildren are fromQow incéme backgrounds -- 297
students are selected for Title

compensacory services supported from osher sources * -~

&

« 15.8 million are from non-low {acome backgrounds -~

are selected
services from other sources .

117

~nce

-

3y Achilevement Status

v

v

o{ these
while another 11% are selected for

%f these students
for Titla I while another 107 are selected for compensatory

-

. One-third of all the students can be classified as low achieverst— 30%

of these students are seiectad for Ti{tle I while another 1l4% are
salected for compensatory services' from other sources

.
.

« Two-thirds of all the students can be classified as aon-low achievers —
7% of cheda students are selected for Title I while another 3% are

sslected fqr compemsatory services from other sources.

3v Income and Achievement Status

[

- -
" . . ‘Percent (by Rodu) Selgcted for
. . ? Compensatorly Services from: -
Tacoma/Achlcvemen: Status Number of Students Ticle I Other
N . . (millions)
Low Iacome/Low Achievement 2.4 . "t 39 ‘3
Ngn-Low Income/Low Achievement 4.2 24 15
L'@ﬂ Incone/Non-Low Achievement 1.8 16 7
L > .. - [N
Non~Low Income/Non-Low ’
Achievemant 11.6 . 6 8

i

Qcher Results

4

Y

. fhc relationship between low income and low

enough to show zhat where there were high concentrations of low

achievezent was strong

income ghildren there 500 could be foudd high concentrations of low

~  achievigg children.
- ]
) . Hoyever,
could alsc be _found whare there

of low fncome children.

-

gubstancial colicentratons of low achleving students
were very small concedtrations

Yarious definicions of lov income and low‘achievem;n: were emplcoved.

for the narrqwest definitions

used, 34% of the students selected for

Title I were from non-low-inccme backgrcunds and wera non-low achievers.

for qﬁ, broadest definicions used a comparable figure was 3%.
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Student Econoﬁic Packground, Achievement”Stdtus and Selection .
’ . .for Compensatory Services : '
%
~ " In the Education Amendments of 1974 (Public Law 93~ 380), Congress
directed the Commissionér of Education to report on the numbers of.children
from low income families and on the numbers of low achieving children who
. receive or do not receive services under Title I.of the Elementary and
.Secondary Education Act.* 'This summary presents selected results' from’a
$tudy conducted to respond to this request as well as to examine a number of
other issues that are related’to Coﬁgressional centerns regarding criteria
\ for the allocation of Title I funds (Bréglio, et al., 1978). These results
are organized around questions pertaining to 8urrent practices for selecting
children for services, the results®of “such practices, and how they might be

improved

s

<)
. )

1. How are funds disbursed and studengi selected for Title L services
currently? -
Funds are disbursed to counties based on. a Census coynt of (l) the number
of children from poverty** families plus (2) two- “thirds of the children from
. families receiving payments under the Aid‘to Families.with Dependent Children
(AFDC) .program (whose incomes fall above the poverty line).*** " When school
distriet boundaries do not,coincide with county boundaries, the State '
determines how the funds should be further distributed on basis of -
- poverty-related information. f . , . b&gb'

.

~

a}

* See Section 417(a)(2) of t}e General Education Provisions Act as amended
by Section 506(a)(3)(C) of P.L. 93—380. .

** The "poverty" indéx is based on the cost of a minimally adequate diet
and on the proportion of income that a low-income family spends on food
relative 'to non-food items It provides different estimates for age

. and sex éf the head of the family, the numbeﬁﬁof children and.a ults, -

\V; and accérggng to whether or not the.family lives on a farm., Allowances are

not made for the cost of living in different geographicaI areas. (It is

called ‘the Orshansky index after its originator). cot

'

’ -~ s

*¥**QOther factors entering into the allogcation process but which will,not be -
discussed here are: a count of the number of children in institutious for
the neglected or delinquent or in publicly supported foster homes who
attend public school and, the State's average per Qfgil expenditufe.

- &

¥ t1n making these resolutions a State also relies on aggregate income or
poverty data (e.g., number of families receiving AFDC payments)’. .
i , * : --,' - -t
R : R
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" Onte a school district receives its -allocation, i 1t is required to rank all

of its school attendance areas according to their cdncentrations of children

from poor families. (They can define "poor' in a number of ways, including number’

of children participating in the school lunch program, number of children from

families receiving AFDC paymentg, and family_income, if-available). Attendance

‘areas that are at or above the district average are called its Title I ‘
‘eligible areas. The district may choose to provide ‘compensatory services in

all such areas or.it may choose to focus on those. areas'that have the heaviebt

concentraticns of children from poor families (these latter are called project
" areas). . *

>

Once the project areas ,have been identified the schools &re té provide
_supplementaty services to those of their students who have thergreatest educa-
tional need without regard to the economic status of their family. Individual
students are most often gelected to receive serviees on the basis of teacher”
*judgement, test scores when-avajilable and, on occhsion, through other groceduresl*
As required by law (P.L. 89-10 as amended) and implemented through regulations
therefore, Title I currently emphasizes both econonmic and.educational criterig--
economic information at the aggregate (county, district and school) level and
educational information at the individval student level.

Before discussing the sesults ofs.current funds allocation practice, we
must briefly review the study done to investigate them. It inyolved (1)%
nationally representative sample of 242 elementary schools (tzose having one
or 'more of grades 1-6%%), (2).the ‘documentation in these schotls of students'
receipt of regular and compensatory services, (3) t dministration of achieve-
.ment tests*** during school year '76-77.to all children\{n these schools to
ascertain their educational performance-level, (4) the dedermination through
interviews with parénts of 14,158 students of each family's edsnomic status,
and (5) the linking of the three’ primary student descriptors oy an individual
child basis: his achievement level, the economic characteristicg of his family,
and his :eceipt of educational services.t '

-~ *
A

" Thirty-six percent of the Title I districts'report that'they also use
economic criteria as a guide in individual student selection even though
they-are not required to do so-while' 26% use other procedures in addition
to test scores (NIE, September, 1977). ’

Grade levels beyond the sixtl were not ingluded in the study because
very few Title I services. are provided to students in the higher grades
. (NIE, 1976). Kindkrgarten and pre-school children were not included in
"the study because of the difficulty in obtaining reliable paper and pencil
test results from them. iy .
“**The Reading and Mathematics sections of the Comprehensive est of
- Basic Skills were used. A basic skills index was formed b 4¥ining
these two scales. . i
~ "Z~
tThis stud‘ formed.part of a larger study which follows the same students
over a period of years to ascertain hoy they benefit from their compensatory
,services.
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2.  What ‘are the result’s of current practfces for distributing

funds as they affect 6ndividual children?

There are sevetral ways in which the information used in this study
differs from that used in regular program operations. First, the family
economic-information used in this study is from 1976 but the information
used to make?county level allocations is based on aggregate data from 1969
.(viz. the 1370 census). Second, in deciding how funds should be distributed
from the county to the school district level or in the ideatification of a
district's Title I eligible schools; States and districts can and do use a -~
variety of procedures and economic data. Each kind of ,data and procedure
“Gan yield estimates of "poor children different from the measure used in

studlents who, in the judgment of their teschers, have the- greatest educational
nee ~.but.lln this study, student need is judged solely in tetms of his/her
Jrmance on a standardized achievement test. These differences, as well
8 dual criteria by which funds and services are providee, play an importdant
1} the results that follow.

/hef the proportions of different kinds of students selected for services
are discussed®, two comparisons .are included: -(1), those that pertain to all
students (viz. .all puﬁlic elementary' studeénts rngrdless of whether or not
the sthool\they attend receive's any compensatory funds); and (2) those that
pertain to jtudents who attend schools“that receiue\Title I funds. This
latter compa\ison is included to show how the kinds'gf students selected
differ in schools that receive such funds.**

« »

2.1 How many tudents are selected to receive compensatory services?‘

“
.

Of'the.20 mi lion~public elementary school”students in grades 1 through 6,
©15% are selected to receive services from Title I while an additional 10%
are*selected to receive setvices from compensatory programs ‘supported by

~’other sources f funds (FederaI State or local programs).’

. In sdhools. that cheive Title I funds, 22% of the students
are selected to receive services under Title I while an additYonal

11% are selected to' ‘receive compenaatory services supportéd
by other funds.

PR
1 ~.-'\ :
’
N

~ /

4V/;he report {Breglio; et al., 1978) also examines other background
" characteristics of children selected i.e., age, sex, ethnic and geographic
backgfound, but they'will not be summarized here. For additional discus-

‘sions of this information see Pearings, Parts 16 and 19 listed in the
References. ? o

1
A - »

.4 . \ N
ik The actual numbers are not included since the sampling plan.was designed
to.yield estimates for \the ‘universe of all elemeitary schools, not Title I
, recipient schools. . _

»
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- Only 127 of all public elementa;y school students attend a éﬁ
, school that does not offer any compensatory services X
L, 'Ssupported either by, Title I or some other s\jrcer .
- . - ~
2.2 How many low income students are selected to receive Compensatory services?
{
N
4.2 million of the 20 million public elementary school students can be_ -
classified as being from cyrrent Wow-income backgrounds using the criteria
employed in the.Title ¥ allocatlion formula*. . : \

- 20% of all low Income students are selected to receive ser$ es
- from Title I; an & ditional 11% gre selected to receive com*=

'pensatory services funded by other sources s o E

. - ll% of all students classified as not from 1ow income béckgrounds
! ‘ are selected to recelve services from Title~I while an additional®
: 10% are selected to receive services funded by other
sources. ]
- 1In schools that receive Title I funds, 25% of the students are, :
classified as low income and 36% of these low-income students %hﬁ;
selected to receive services from Title I. An additional v% are .

selected t%kreceive compensatory services from other souxces. .»b_:

. .
2 e e - =y, e -
4 B

In schools that receive Title I funds, 715% of the students‘are
. classiffed as non-low~income and 17% of thése non-low-income '4(”.

students are selected to receive Services from Title I. Q?ﬁ’
‘ : }/ﬁ” additional 11% are selected to receive. !bmpensatory servécea,
“from other sources. . .

. Y ' L % e
IS

P Only 7% of all low-income childré;\jlttend a school that does not '3?$§s-

’ offer any compensatory services supported either by Title' I or e
v ) some other source, ¥

LY

Y T

.
)
7 ' ' Q

- Students from low—income backgrounds are selected more often forqi‘
~Title I than are those from non—low income backgnQunds by a margin |
of ‘almost 3 to 1. " . 1

- ~— -Hawever, due to the.greater absolute numbers of students :

who can be classified as-non-low income than\low income,‘
N .more of them are _selected to. reteive senviceS\from Title I
oo ¥ (1.7 million for non-low income vs. 1.2 million for low - =~ ~

¥ . income) . .
! . ' - . . |
\
|

recelving AFDC payments or.the student re
institution for neglected oaﬁdelinquent ch

es in a foster home or ia an .
ren but attends public schocl.

* Low income includes students from families §lassified as either poor or;Es
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-2.3 How ﬁany lov achieving students are selectLd for compensatory services?
‘ P . ‘
Of courge, the number of students selécted for compensatory services who .
', are counted as low achievers varies ‘according to the definition of low :
" achievement. ‘Results are suttmarized. for three of the definitions used
(student’s who scoré_at one or more years below grade level, those who are in
/ the lower third.of the national achievement percentile distribution; and
thoge in the lower half of the distribution),

-

A .
) With loﬁ’achievement defined ag students who azxe one Or more years ’ A
’ be%pw grade level . Con
- - 23% of the 16 »365, 000 students in grades 2 through 6 can-be
classified as bEing "low achievers', and 31% of these "low achievers".
’ are seiecteﬂ to receive compensatory services from Title T,

. Another 15% are selected for services supported from other sources.

~= 10% of the students classifiéd as "regular achievers by this
.definition are selected for Title I while anothér 8% are
~ ) » ., selected for compensatory sérvices from other sources.

- In schools that receive Title I funds, 25% of the students are J
.. classified as low achievers and of these low achievers 4 are ' hY
" selected to meceivé services under Title I while-another 13% °
are ‘selected to receive services supported by other sources.

.
¢ [y

-=  In these same schools 757 of the students are classifled as

*

. Ct regular achievers; 16% of the regular achievers are selected to
receive services under Title I while another 10% are selected for
”  services supported by other sources. 4

With low achievement defined as students who are in the lewer third of the
rational achievement distribution,

»
on . . » 5 L)

- 3C% of the students so classified, are selected to receive services

under Title I while another 147 are selected to receive services - *
from other sources.

’ \ --. 7% of the "regular achievers" are selected fot Title I ’
. . services while another 87 awe selected for services .
e ) ‘ fxom other sources. . ¢« : , q ’
- ) .w
%‘: ‘2 In Title I schools, 357 of the students are low achievers and 40% of ~
" the low achievers are selécted to receive services from Title I Another
e . ’ *3% are selected to receive services from other sources,

[ )

-- In thesé’éame‘ﬁthools, 65% are regular aghievers and 11% of
- . the regular achiever$ are selected to receive Title I services,
- . Another 9% are selected to receive services from other sources,

3
O : -
1
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For low achievement defined as students who are in the lower half of the .
national achievemént distributin

- selected for Title I services while: another 6% are selected for
services from other sources.

- 2%2of the regular achitvers are ‘selected for Title I while L
. another 4% are selected for services from other\sources.' ‘

- 12% of the stui:nts in this classification of "low achievers" are

*

= In schoola that receive Title I funds, 52% 'of the students are cldssified
as low achievers grd 35% of them are selected for Title I services while
another'lZZ'are sélected for services from other sources.

~.  48% of the students are regular achievers, 77 -of them are'

seledted for Title I and another 97 are selected fos services
from other sources.

»

-

For any’ of the definitions of low achievement employed, only 12% of the

nation's low—achieving students attend ‘a school that does ndt offer any . N
compensatory services’ supported either: from Title'I or from.some other e
source.. I e * . '

2.4 What is the relationship between a studeqﬂ}s economic “batkground
and his/her achievement status? "
) ' t .
%he relasion$hip of the poverty status of a student's.family with his/her™
achievement status varies with. the definition of low achiévement used.

- Using the child's performance at 'one or more years below: grade level"
to define low achievement yiel§% the result that almost 1 in 2
children from-poor families are low achievers. Only about 1 in 5

) children from non~poor families are low achievers. (However, such -

. a. grade level definition doeg not allow for the inclusion of first',
graders since they have not been 13 school long enough to fall that~
far behind.) S . v

- When students in the low% fourth of the achievement percentile ) '
.distribution are defined 2% "low achievers", the achievement~poverty

figures ayve very similar to those cited above. »

- leining the students in ‘the lowest third of the achievement percentile
~ distribution as "low achievers”, yields the finding that almost 3 in
5 podr children are low achievers For the non-poor, about 3 in 10 ~
are~low achievers. o




Lalling merely the’ lower half of the thievement percentiIe distribution -
. "low achieving", one finds that»3 in & poor children’are so classified.
(However, among non-poor children about 1 din 2 are classified ag low

()

achieving. ) ) . .

— *

d

-~ Utilizing the above relationships, (for studenrs in the lowest
‘ fourth\gr lower half c%gssified as low achievers) for six hypothetical‘
schools with differing concertrations of students from poverty’ Hack ¢
groumds, their corresponding concentrationg of law-achievers would
range as follows: v -

Boverty ] - @ Kchievement

Percent of School's § Percent Who Fall Into ) Percent Who Fall Into -
Students from Poverty Lower One—Fourth of National Lower One-Half of Natfonal,
Backgrounds - Achievement Distribution . * Achievement Distrbution

S
100 ' : 50 75
75 . w2 - SRR R s
50 35 ¢ S - 59
" 25 28 ‘ : 52
0 \ 20 44

»

--’ . .
--° Hence, in schools where'high concentrations of students from
poverty backgrounds are ‘found, there too can be found a high
- fncidence of low achievement. However, substantial con-
centrations of low achjeving students cam also be found in
schools with low concentrations™T poverty studentsk.

\

-

‘#The correlation between the average achievement of the students in a school
# and the average income level of their. families is .67 whereas the correlation
". between these same factors at the jndividual studentrr 11is .29. The
| relationships between these factors can vary widely de e ng on the level
. of analysis involved (e’ g~ individual student, school level, district level
state level, 'schools. or students within a district, districts within a State,
etc.). (See Wolf, 1977)

~
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.o, - - " FIGURE 1 - STUDENTS’ ACHIEVEMENT LEVEL AND _SELECTION FOR COMPENS JORY SERVIGES N /-
* ! BY THEIR FAMILIES’ B\CONQ)M_IC STATUS * * ) . - i
o ) . ‘ i . USING DIFFERENT DEFN&TIONS OF ACHIEVEMENT ' . °\;\\ . 7
ran > . ‘L ) L -~
N H ’ ’ P Sy . » * - LI 2N — ’ . . ) )
' . /8% Tate t . . 6% Title t ‘ '
» N * N 4, ~
¢ 9% Ottt E 4’04'.‘, . “10"\" ) 01’ * L. }
° Compensatory 00'9 .o y b le
. 4Only . -~ . \)9;’»04'. e *
Aeguisr Achlavers 4k00 Negular Achlevers o
- 82% * 57% R J
. 4 ] .
) \,v A
*
. i 16% Other
Compenisatory A
Only p " . ’
) 40% Ttte ! 37% Title §
: . 14% Other 12% Other, <
. S \
. Compensatory K L t
Only N . Only
Lo .- a ' \
- , ! ! * E e - * - a‘ - . o e . .
. 0 Low Achievement iciclu“des students in grades two through | Low Achievement includes students ingrades ane through Low Achievement includes stydents in grades ofe through
o six who are one or more years helow grade level, -y #six who are in the lower one:third of ¥ national achieve- six who are in the lower haif of the national achievement )
XN toe. P , -| ment percentile distribution, ) , | percentile distribution, . .
1 i - 7 o, E Poor/AFDC includes childien from families below the 1976 Orshansky cut-ff points plus childrén from families tcceiving. ) <’ . : .
‘ oo o ’ AFDC payments plus institutionalized children attendiny public schools, ’ ' —
' : s . . - ¢ N . ' i
R '
Lo +
Q . .

-
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A ,;”The‘ﬁbllowing figures show thé selection rates for compensatq:yﬁservives-£p£i;;
S thrée! different definitions of low;achievement:: (1) cne or mpre 'years below = _ %

.~ ‘grade leQei§a(2),;ower third of the naticnal achlevement dis ributionﬁgigd (JITpgf
PR ‘lgy‘;er halfs of tii’e"di?t?:;.bu:mn.' o - ST o

. e B =N « ot - I STy
=" In Figure 1, the large circies Axe each suhdivided‘intofgwcf§§g§é3§§~i€fﬁi.
AL based on thé economic’stat\is' of children's families. vTﬁég&a?géffﬂx AR
L 1ﬂ.'segment (Iabeled NON-POOR/NON-AFDC and repreSentingﬁ79%,8f§§§§ﬁ§'*" I
A @777 students) represénts child¥en from families that are neither:ypcafsnpr -
T .+ . recelve AFDC payments:-*The smaller, detached segmeﬁi (1abeled POCH/ A4
Ll 'i"fy? A¥DC) depiets the ‘remaining 21% of the étudents whé kome from fatiifes '~ -
' RS that ‘are classified ds either poar or s recelving AFDC payments '(or - S
‘ * - the student resides in.a fostér’'home qr -iu an institufion for neglected,: ~*:
i e or delinquent children byt attends public school). - : * P P
. -', -~ Each of the t%/o (ségments is further subdfvided-fntd: a -
) - ‘préportion of-low achieving apd regular achieving students.
: . . For example, in the f£4¥st dargé circle of Fifgure 1,.using
o the definition of one or more years below §rade level, .thLese
h Ny . '. . proportions are 18% and 82% respectively “for the non-low Zncome -
group, but they are 42% and '57% respectively for the low inco?e'
© groupt . Co o * )
) \ For each of these divisions-a corresponding ggrall circle

’ *"* indicatée the percent of studeats in that cBtegotry who are —

. selected -td recéive ¢ompensatory services either from Title I 3*

-

) or from gome other source of compensatory funds. * ' A ’
“\ ~/ - Examination of the percegtagts in these circles for each of the" i}
different achievement l:&él definitions in Figure 1 shows ! o
that Titlé I's.focus is moské pronounced on children who are '
classifted 2s both low income and low achievers.,
- . . Title I 4s focused on next most intensively-are low achjievin v

students who are not.classified as low income and ndkt, thcsge

5 ' who are classified as low income but are rot low achieving.

Congistently lowgst is the group of non-low income/noén-low achievers.
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The groups that

--»,%hese results can be contrasted with
. o Other Compensatory which has its‘focus. in descending order, on:
R «« (1) non-low income/low achievers; £2) low income/low achievers; - <
(3) non-low income/ndn-low a}hieVe 8;» and (4) low income/non- Yoo

A ) lyw achieyers: - ; ' ' ,“h o
7
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7.FIGURE 2 -~ STUDENTS’ ACHIEVEMENT LEVEL AND SELECTION FOR GOMPENSATORY-SERVICES '
, © _ BY TUEIR FAMIL-ES’ ECONOMIC STATUS : T .
"y USING DIFFERENT DEFINITIONS OF ACHIEVEMENT-.IN TITLE | SGHOOLS :

. 5 .
L
D .
.
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9% Other
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Only
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16% Other
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27% Title 49% Tule |
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47% Title §

11% Other

8% Other 11% Other ~

dnlv . N 'Only
- .q_,:h ) ) . . ) . - . » I . . . .
" Law Achievement includes students in grades two through Low Achieventent includes students in grades one through| Low Achievement includes students in grades one through .
" sixwho.are one or more years below grada fevel. . - | six who are fn the lower one-third of the national achieve- | six who are in the lower fialf of the national achievement \
.o " - * | ment percentile distribution, * ) ) porcentile distribution, Co T
a . o . , - . \ - i . . .
. ) L e . R -~ .4 . N . > '
‘ - ' Poor/AFDC includes children from families belowy the 1976 Orshansky cut-off points plus children from families teceiving: ’ . '
Tl J 1 “&- AFDC payments plus institutionalized children attending public schools, * ) . The .
. . . : Lo . p 3‘ ' - / . . e, .
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- Regardless of the definition of low‘achievement used, almost one-half
 of the children classified as low income/low achievers are still not
" sé€lected for any compensatory services. Other data show, furthermore *
" that only 7% of low income/low achieving children attend a school that
. ‘does not offer any compensatory services supported either from Title I —
" or some other source. ’ o Lo
" = Depending on the definition of low achievement used;, from over )
’ one-half to two-thirds of the non-low income/low achilevers are still
not selected for any services, R
. . - , .
- Although the,fochsing of attention on groups that can be considered
the most needy (viz., low income/Iow achievers and non-low income/low
g achievers) might be considered good, ofie 'should recail that because
- of their greater absolute number more non-low income than low income
children are selecded for services from Title I. quder the most
_stringent definition of low achlevement employed, i.e., one dr more °
)} 'years below grade level, more regular than low achievers are selected v
g%hgk fo rvices under Title I. This was not so for the other achievemert
4 C definitions. . N
. ' Are greater proportions of low income and low gﬁhieving students
- " selected for cbmpepsatory services in Title.I schools? Figure 2 presents
" such comparisons far the same definitions of,low achievement as were used in
‘Figure 1. The portions of the circle and their segments are read in the
- same manner as for Figure 1, As an’'examplé, in the first large circle, the reader
-can-obserye that 257 of the children in Title I schools are classified as low .
income (POQR/AFDC) while 75% are non-low income. Among the low income '
children, 427 are classified as low achievers (using the criterion of one-or
more years below grade level) and 58% as regular (or non-low) achievers. For
' the low incomé7iow achievers, 49% aré-selected for Title I while another 11%
are selected for Other Compensatory services. Results for the other, categories
of students are read in a similar manner. . .

~

. 3 . 4
t .

. . : - g : Y
_ When portions of the circles for corresponding definitions of low achieve-
ment in Figures/l and 2 are compared, the proportion of low income children
incredses as do the proportions of students in each category selected for- .

Title I services. This latter.increise is greatest for gtudents classified
as low achievers and, among the low achievement categories, the increase is

-

. greatest for non-low income students. Such results show that the selection
: process is most sensitive to low achievement in schools that receive Title I

funds. \ . ) ..

3. How do the numbers and kinds of low incote and loG‘achieving students
change as the definitioris are systematically altereg¥ -

. The informat;on collected in this.study lends itself to an analysis of how
the numbers and mix of students would thange if the definitions of low ’

jncome and low achievement were systematically altered. The results of these !
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analyses are 1mp6rtant because they indicate characteristics of the children
who just miss«being classified as poor or low achieving. However, these analyses
should not be: regarded ‘as-indicating the manner in.which glterations in the
Title T progrem’would manifest themselves because: (1) e process by which
individual students are selected for services is not based on these definitions;
.and (2) ifformatidn on district level and on school level allocation procedures,
i.e. among scheols within a district, are not available for consideration in !
these analyses. & - ; .
Several altérnativé definiticns of poverty‘were used. Among these were:

selected percentages ef current poverty (&.g. 115, 125, 150 and 200); below
50% of median Family’ Income; the Title I low income measure as defined in the prior
section; and participation in the school free lunch program. AS the poverty -
criteria were expanded: the larger number of children classified as below the
poverty line included an increasing proportion of majority children,
i.e.. an increasing proportion of whites from an English speaking home whose
parents have an increasing pimber of years of education. The definition that
employed 150Z of current poverty produced a classification. of students into
29.3% below and 70.7% above the poverty line. These percentages corresponded
very closely to those resulting from twé other definitions? 50% of “#edian Family
Income; and, partigipation in the free lunch program. One might then_ regard
, the former as a close substitute for the latter two definitions *

°

I'd

Four alternative. definitions of low achievement were uséd: (1) one year or
more below grade level;' (2) bottom 25%; 3 bottom 33%; and (4) bottom 50%
of the achievement percéntile distribution. The"‘ne year or more below
grade level definition classified almost the same percent of children as
‘lowWRhievers as did the "bottom 25%". Bedause the composition of student's in
- terms of their minority status, language in the home, ‘parental education and
geographic locale were also very similar for these two definitions, the latter
might be conéidered a desirable substitute for the former since the "bottom—
252" allows for the inclusion of first graders. As the definition of low
dchievement is expanded from the bottom 25% through the bottom 33% .to the
bottom SOZ the greater. numbers ©f students classified as low achievers
includes an increasing proportion of ‘majority children, i.e. an increasing
proportion of whites from English spea ing homes whOse pacrents have an
increasing number of years of edutati -

~
o

When both poverty and achievement definitions were expanded simultaneously,
the numbers of students classified as low income/low .achievers were approximately
twice what an expanded defihition of either one alone would produce, i.e.

200% of current poverty and lower 50% on achievement compared with curreéfit
" poverty and lower 257 on achievement. ’ ' '

. . / . .

*It*should also be noted that the percentages of students classified as current
low income by the Title I allocation formula (poor/AFDC/institutionalized //
children) correspond very closely to the percent of students classified as
rpoor using 115% of current poverty as the dividing line (20.8% for the  former

/yarsus 20.7% for the latter). fe T

~
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-7 "“’For'comparison‘purposeS"e number of these analyses were cdnducted'forﬁ
- schools that receive Title unds. They showed ™Hat for each expanded

definition of poverty :and/or low achievement, proportionately more students

were classified as below the poverty/low achievement line in'Title 1’schools

than was so for all students, i.e., students in all schools: whether er not , )

. L4

A

their school received Title I funds. L F

LA
”’ / &_
The " results for some of these analyses can be. illustrated by ‘an
example given in.Table 1. 1In this example two definitions of low income
and of low,achievement are employed to see how they affect the way students :
who are selected for Title I services are classified. In the first’
. the definitions employed are those of the current Title I allocatigﬂ’ C
~ ‘criteria for low income and one or-more years below grade level for low :
achievemegt. In the, second colurh the definitions empldyed are twice the.
current poverty lavel (viz. 200%) for low income and below the nationdl
) median for low achievement. ,The drastic shift in the percentages for these
.two columns indicates that most ‘of the students who are selected for Title I
serviiceg can be regarded as "hear poor' or actuyally poor in their income
status and "belqw average in their achievement status. v

° y 5
v

Table 1: Number and Percent ‘of Elementary School Students Who are Selecte
, fon Title I By Two Definitions of Income and Achigvement Stat&s

Income/Achiemement Status . S _' Percent Selected for Title T
c - o v fitle I Allocation ~  200% df Current
. 1 < , Criteria/One or Moré Poverty/Below
> . ) . . Years Below Grade Level National Median
Low Income/Low Achievenent ‘ | 23 59
o . . i E )
Non-Low Int L . \ ; : .
Non-Low In ogne/ ow Achievement . ‘\ ‘& 25_
Low Income/Non-Low Achievement k . \‘ 18 . /T .8
°  Nop-low Income/Non-Low Achievement \ 34 . 8.~
e , ) . - ' 100-0 ] ° 100‘0
) . .
. 1 L y

g "

* The first column employs the definitions of the Title I allocation criteria
for low income, which is apout 1154 of current poverty and one or more years
below grade level for low_achievement. The second column employs the defini—

tions o ow 200% of current poverty for low income and below the nationa
‘median gor low achievement. R . N

-\V
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4: How:might current practices be improved?
To begin to answer such a question one needs to focus on practices at each /

level, of the funds disbursement process that might lead to services being .
_provihed to the one student group that all might agree Title I should not be
serving given. its current legislétive requirements--students who are both non-
low income and not educationally needy. In addition, others might -feel that
‘the provision of services to students who are low income but not educationally
needy might also be questioned. )@For purposes of this study, educationally needy
has;been defined as low achievement in terms of performance on a standardized
achievement’ test.) : > o -

- .

hiet ub examiné practices at these different levels.

¢

/

~ County ‘Allocations

. 0
W ¢
o

As noted earlier, funds are-allocated to the county level Based in part on
informatian from the Decennial Census. Such information can be in use even
after it is as much as-1l4 years out of date given that income
data collected is for the preceding year and it mayﬂxequire three years to get
new Census data ptoperly organized' for such purposes. In such a period
of time the income status of a county could change drastically. A.Tecently
completed study of the effects of using more recent Census like income data

of Title I allocatioms at the State level, i.e., the tot that their counties
could receive, showed that siXteenvStates ‘would lose one- ifth or more of

their current.allocation while eight other w}fld ‘sain by amounts in the same
range (Miller; 1977). With the advent of the /mid-Decennial census in 1985,
allocations cah be made with income informatiion thht will be at its worst »
seven to eight years out of date rather thay the current 14 year figure. -~

If other means can be devised to’make thé gllocation information evep more
current, then the gap between the actual (nd the Congressionally intended
reciplents can be reduced even: further.

- Sub-County Allocations .
Currently, 46 States are involved in resolving how a county's funds

should be appo¥ tioned among its.local school districts (NIE, September, 1977).
The use of data in ways other than that empasized by the Federal formula (e.g.,
sole reliance on AFDC data as compare§ with number of children from poverty.
plus two-thixds of AFDC) was shown to{alter the allocation patterms (NIE,
September,-1977). (It should be noted that data directly comparable to that

d in the Federal formula may not be obtdinable at the sub-county level?)
Any changes that could bée made to.standardize the sources and currency of
data used at this- level, or that would enable allocations to be made directly

to the school district level, would also greatly facilitate-Congressional "
intent.

T
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‘elementary -§chedls in-the U.S. receive Title I funds (OPBE, 1977; -NIE,

.
. N
-
-13~

>

Allocations Within School Districts

.

Title I funds (NIE, "1976). As & result, about two-thirds of all public

NN r, 1977Y% How ppropriate 1s this two-thirds, figure? - Ohe set of
consider tions suggestfgthat '1t*1s the result of prescribed practices while

N

~

another suggests that it %s.8 result of the lack of adherence to prescribed
practices. Let us‘'review each in turn for they bear importantly on the
sequence’ of .steps- that wouldnbe taken to improve on the numbers of poor low
achieving,and non—poor low achieving children served.

: Several considerations suggest that the' two-thirds figures 1is the result of
prescribed practicess (l) there is a high percentage, of school distriets with

" small number of students (NCES,"1977) -K—the limited number tf attendance areas
in such districts could result in their only school or few s

. Title I funds; (2) when all schools in a district aré ranked the elementary
schools are rore likely to be above the district wide average than are the.
secondary'schoois. This is so becauSe secondary schoole«attendance areas
encompass a wider range of students and.as a result have a lower concentration
of studeptg from poverty backgrounds than do many of the elementayry areas; and
(3) exceptions to district rariing prdcedures are allowed under certain
circumstances (called no wide variance, 30 percent rule; previously eligible
attéhdance fAreas; and, eligibility by actual enrollment) and these exceptions
would increase the number of Title I eligible schools; and, (4) program reviews

by the ‘Title I staff’ indicate that prescribed practices are being followed.* '

The,results of another recently completed study suggest'that this two-thirds
figure might be too large (NIE, September, ;1377). - This study showed that t
districts were using a number of different poverty measures (e.g. percent
students in the free lunch program, ‘percent Sf students from families recgiving
AFDC§ etc.) and suggested that if a school rhnked aboveé the district wid average

on any one of these, then the district designated it as a Title I eligifle

school. Since these different measures are not perfectly related, more sthools
would be designated as Title I ‘eligible than if any one single measure or a
composite of all of them were used..

-
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P Recent evidence from hearings associate with the renékal of Title I showed
that 50% of all Title I districts are comprised of a single attendance area
while another 107 exercise either the.no-wide vartance or the 30% exce tions.‘
Only 37%Z of all Title I districts’'engage in the selection of project sreas
(see Hearings, Part 16, 195- 197)

v
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A Ninety percent of all operating school districts in the U.S. receive some
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If the two-thitds figure is*the result of prescribed practices, thep
“the ways to improve qn the number .of poor low achieving and non-poor Iow
achieving |children served* would be to: (1) tighten. up student-selection -
procedures at the. 8chool level; and (2) expand the program'to serve those-
students judged to be negdy but who are not now receiving services.** If,
on the other hand, this two-thirds figure 1is too 1arge, thep the ways to
improve/ on the 'number’ of low achiieving children ‘served 'Would pe to: (1)
make within district allocation procedures conform more closely to 7,
scribed.praéticés'*** (2) tighten up student selection procedures he
achool, level; and (3) ‘expand the program' to serve students who .gte ju!gep
be needy once thesg improved within district allocation proqeddt$§ are in -
« L "effect, L - ’ ' ‘

<
-

i
Prior analyses of all stqaents versus only those in schools that received
Title I funds i.e., the comparisons of Figures I and 2, showed that proportionately
more students overall as well as of each type (e.g., low income/low achiever,
etc.) were selected for services in Title I. .schools. Further,edn these !
" .comparisions, the differences in the proportions of Students selected
vere always greater for low achievement than foyr- low incomé. The selection
process in Title I schools. thus’ .appeared to be very ‘sensitive to the inclusion
‘of low achieving students ‘as assessed by their performance on a sﬁlndd&dized
achievement test. Although there are no fixed program criteria by which
to judge the adequacy of this Selection process, later 'reports:from this
study will examine the kinds of services students receive compared to their . .

economic and educational status, prigr compensatory experiences, and need
for compensatory services as judged-fy,their teachers.

'—ﬂ Serving the Most Veedy Students at’ Recipient Schools

‘r
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- *  Agide from making the information used for allocation purposes more
current and more comparable. ) V.

** . A recent study -showed that only two-thirds of-the children Judged to be
educationally needy in Title I eligible schools were rece!ving services
(NIE, July 1977). \ ‘>f .~

“kkk Clearly, to the extent that' these pr ctices give rise to this overinclu-

: siveness, the use of a single measure or composite wpuld greatly reduce

‘suth tendencies. Furthér, in light of the fact that ou? earlier analysesw

(' showed that some poverty measures were more inclusive than oth s, these”

" practices would be improved to an even greater extent'\ if the. same kinds

. of ‘information were used, with respect to their type and currency, by '
districts in identifying ‘their Title I eligible schools. wE;nally, 1f the
data used were idemtical to that used in making cqunty, and gubcounty level
allocations and all were more current, then the intent of Congress might
\\e better fulfilled. .

2

_ A : 3
2. |
. 4 ’

‘o~ . . % . = e .




Cohcl§siéns o,

o Comp.ensa:ory services in general and Title I services in particular*

" can be-regarded. cs moderately well-focused on individual children who can

. be judged needy, 'primarily in tedms of their low achievement but -also in

" terms of thedir low income backgrounds.  However,. there ‘are many - .students
not now. lging served whd can be judged needy'and some who can be judged i
not needy but are being erved. The focusing of services. on ne,edy students’
can be improved by: (1) esta"blishing and mkintaining-'a uni—ﬁmurrent data’ . .
base for allocationsg to the county and distréc't level and for project area’
selection; (2) tightening up intradistr ocation procedires to the -
exteént possiblej .(3) expanding the prog&to s”_;x& greater nqnbe,ts of needy -
students; and (4) tighteninp up intrasch ol student selection ﬁrocedures to .
the extent possible. ‘ N N - & N
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Background and Methodology = ~

"How many economically and educationally disadvantaged-childran:do and-do
not receive services from Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education
Act?" In response to this question a¢ked by Congress, the Office.of Planning,
Budgeting and Evaluation of the U.S. Office of Educat (USOE) con?ﬂcted a
special study*. It involyed (1) a natignally represe ive samplelof: 242
elementary schools (those having one or more of grades 1-6), (2) the documen- -
tation in these schools ofstudents' receipt of regular and compensatory:services
(provided by Title I and other programs), (3) the administration, of achievepent
tests during school year 1976-77 to all chitdren in these schools to ascertain
their educational performance level, (4) the determination through interviews
with jparents of 14,158 students of each family's economic status, and (5) the _
1inking of the three primary student descriptors on an’individdual child basis:
his/her achievement tevel, the economic characteristics of his/her family,’

- and his/her receipt of educational services. T '

Before examining the,gesu1ts of this study we should recall that Title I funds
are disbursed through counties and school districts to schools on the basis of
economic criteria. In'the schools that receive these funds (those that have

the highest concentrations of children from poverty backgrounds), supplementary
educational services are provided to the most educationally needy students with-
out regard to their economic background.” Henge, both economic and educational /f
eriteria enter into the determination of which children are ulitmately selected

for services.

FINDINGS - ~ . .. *

‘The results showed that of the 20 mi11ion public eleméntary students in grades
“]—6, the. following percentages are $eltected to receive compensatory servites:

_QVERALL: '15% ate selected to recgive services from Title 1Wihile another
'y _ 10% are selected to receive compensatory services supported by
other Federal, State and 1ocal sources of funds. \

/

The study, required by Section-417(a)(2) of/the General Education Provisions
Act as.amendgd by Section 506(a)(3)(ch of P.L. 93-380, was conducted under
instructions to USOE by the System Development Corporation of Santy Monica, .
California, and Decima Research of Sagga Ana, California.: It forms' part of -
~a larger study which follows the same students-aver a period of years to’
ascertain how the#benefit“from their compensatory services. For .more

- details see the Jechnical Summary and Technical Report in the List of
References.. ‘ - [
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EX,Achlevement Status** " o ) : _/‘: . ’ "
L~ ) L -
0ne-th1rd of the ch11dren are classified as low ach1evers ;- 30%
.0f these students are selected for Title I while another 14% are’ h
se1ected “for compensatory services from other sources. : s
g Two thirds are cﬂass1f1ed as non-iow ach1evers -- 7% of these : g
students are cted for Mitle I while another 8% are se1ected for
compensatorX rvices from other sources. teo- . ,{ .
Income/Ach1evement Status & - (1; e ‘ on ]
? - v n
N «© @ - g",b/ ) Perc%;t by’Row)jge1ected for
- Y AN Compehsatory Services” from: %A
A . . ‘ . ] AR BN
' - Total * ’ \\\T ) 7
. Income/Ach1evement Status Mumber of:Students * —~itle I cher’Sourcesw
(mildions) R '
-Low Income/Low Ach1evement AN P A 39 13
: ,‘fgf
({ / LI e e - WAt
Noﬂ Low, Income/Low Ach1evemtnt\\_/,/4 24 ‘ 15" .
J\ ;q ‘w
Low anome/NonsLow‘Achieveméﬂin J.g - “ . 1 .
SN A ARG < "
’ _T s — ,. Y,
Nom-Low Incéme/Non-Low R o
Achievement. 1.6 . 6 8-
- - Q(/‘g . oA £ L
- L N \ -
.

BL

Income Status S, ‘

4

~a

i L] i

4 2 million ch11dren are from 1ow 1ncome backgrounds* -~ 29% of
. "these students are selected for Title I while another 11%.are
) se1ected for compensatory services supported from other- sources.
]
‘15.8 m1111on are from non-Tow Jincome backgrounds -- 11% of these
" T—<tudents are se1ected for Title I while another-10% are se1ected

,' for compensatbry services from 91her sources.
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Low income as defined by the Title I a1aocat1on criterta includes stude
- from famiTies classified as ejther poor under the Orshansky indeX or as
receivin? AFDC payments Or the student resides in a fos
institution for neglected or de11nquent children but attends public sch

nts

r home or in a local-

ool.

** Achievement status was d term1ned by the~administration of the ReadTng and

definitions of low achievement were used.
on stullents classified fnto the‘]ower'th1?d
the National AChhevement Percentile-distr

The .one repomked here is bas
¥Brsus the upper two-thirds
bu¥ion.

-Mathematics sections ofqghe Lomprehensive' Test of Basic Skills,

Various

ed
of
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.. Other Results . S

1 f(/;he relationship between Tow income and. tow achievement was strong
s . enough, to show that where there were high concentrations of low x
* income children, there too one could expect to.find h&gh concentra-, -
> o tlons of low achievirg children. )
TN : . “ ¢ -
: " 3. However, substantial concentrations of low achieving students = -
A could.also.be found where théere were very small concentrations- & .
‘ « of low income children. . ‘ ' - s

l/ N Vol

» : . _ T
. - . ., Alternative definitions of low income and 1ow achievement were T
e - examined*to see how they affected the way students were classified., W

. In the example below, those students delected for Title I are classified .
" .~ 1. under-the first ¢olumn using the Title I definition of low income* and

‘one or more years bgelow grade level for low achievement. In the second

. .column, ‘these same students are clgssified using twice the turremt
poverty 1imit as a definition of low ifcome and using a ranking below

the national* median. (50th percentile) as a definition of low achievement..

Ihcome fAchievement Statud ~ . Percent of Title I Students Selected for Services

¢ Title I Low Income/ One of -Twice Current Poverty/

N

R - \i\f y -More Years Below Grade Level Below National Median
‘Lowllncgme/tgﬂ Aéh1éye;ént ‘/ - J_ 23 S " 59. .
-, .an-Low-Income;tﬁw_Ach{q&GMEn;; y 25i~ ' 'ésig}:
- Low Ihcoﬁe/Nqﬁ;Ls%fAé%?.Qement,1/,: IR A w8 s
Non~Low-Incone/Non-Low Achtevement ~° ~_ 3 T SR
e 10050 0 Y T 10000 o

'The sh1fts»1n’these¢pe%ceﬁtages,fromgthe f1§§ to secoﬁa Eo]umn show £Hq3fzbst g\,
" . of the Title I sfudenté are gither low achievérs or are beldw a$érage intheir
* U achievement and come from poverty or near poverty backgrounds. ‘. - .

In suﬁf\@bmpensatqr;jggivices tn general and Title.I services in particular

can ke regarded as moderately 'well-focysed on individual children who can bé .

Judged ngedy, primarily in terms of their-low achievement~but also in terms of

.their Yok income backgrounds. ,However, there ire many students not.now being

. !”( served who can be ‘judged needy and SOme.who:canyFe Jjudged not needy buf?%re,_.

o being served. The fecysing of services on needy students can be improved by:

- (1) establtshing and maintaining a uniform, current data base for allocations
to the county and district leveél and for project area selection purposes; 22
tightening up intradistrict allocation procedures to the extent possible; (3)-
expanding“the (program [to- serve greater numbers of needy students; and (4) -

'~ tightening.up intraschpol student selection procedures to the extent possible.**

‘,’ Wt s -9 '
s

* Sse the ‘_f\ootnpte dn ,the:prﬂoryW page f:or this definition. ) &

Q ‘ = . . .. PR .
';15455 *k .isp.theATgchnical Sqmma?}'for theE%as1s of these recommendaticns.
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